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Globalization has advanced in Japanese society and English communicative skills have gained more impor-
tance. However, many Japanese people have difficulty acquiring English communicative competence by means
of current English education programs in Japan. The major reason for this probably rests in the fact that univer-
sity entrance examinations mainly focus on grammatical knowledge and translation skills rather than true com-
munication (Kikuchi, 2006). In 2009, the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Tech-
nology (MEXT) tried to reform university entrance examinations by revising the national syllabus for English
teaching. The syllabus, which was implemented in 2013, placed more emphasis on developing oral communica-
tion skills and promoting the use of communicative language teaching (CLT) (Abe, 2013; Nishino, 2012).
CLT is defined as “a language approach that emphasizes the communication of meaning rather than the
practice of grammatical forms in isolation” (Ngoc & Iwashita, 2012, p.26). According to Butler (2011), CLT
was introduced in Asia in the 1970s, but it was not until the late 1980s and the early 1990s that CLT became the
center of attention; this probably was due to a great gap between its principal focus on communicative compe-
tence and the traditional way of teaching in many parts of Asia, which emphasize language forms and grammati-
cal rules. Because of this gap, many studies have explored the attitudes and beliefs of teachers implementing
CLT in classrooms, with less attention being given to L2 learners’ attitudes toward CLT. Therefore, this study
investigates university students’ attitudes toward CLT and explores how their attitudes relate to their L2 affec-
tive factors.
Literature Review
Many studies on CLT have focused on teacher beliefs and attitudes toward CLT, while less attention is paid
on learner attitudes toward CLT. Most researchers who did address this issue reported the majority of learners
have positive attitudes toward CLT. For example, Thorne and Qiang (1996) reported that two trainee teachers
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successfully incorporated oral activities into English classrooms in China. This motivated most learners to im-
prove their ability to use English. Savingnon and Wang (2003) investigated 174 university Taiwanese EFL
learners’ attitudes with regard to meaning-based and form-focused teaching and found that a majority of them
expressed a preference for communicative practices and negative attitudes toward form-focused instruction.
Shower (2010) compared 11 university students in CLT class and 10 university students in the pattern-drill
teaching class by using questionnaires, interviews, and classroom observations and found that CLT increased
learner’s communicative competence and motivation to learn English more than pattern-drill based teaching.
Pae and Shin (2011) investigated 119 Korean university students learning English in communicative English
classes and 136 in conventional English classes in which the focus was on teacher-based explanations of diffi-
cult grammatical points and accurate translation. The authors found that although the students were extrinsically
motivated in both classes, Intrinsic Motivation showed significant relation to Motivation to Learn English (r =
.58, p < .05) in only those who were taking communicative English classes. Ngoc and Iwashita (2012) involved
37 teachers and 88 university students in Vietnam and compared their attitudes toward CLT. The majority of
people in both groups had favorable attitudes toward CLT and communicative activities such as group and pair
work. However, most students showed a strong desire for more accuracy in speaking, which is probably a wash-
back effect from the grammar-based testing methods currently used in Vietnam. Chen (2015) investigated 27
Taiwanese high school students’ attitudes toward CLT and found that some students, though they liked CLT,
preferred to have more L1 explanation in the classroom because of their low English proficiency.
Some researchers have conducted research on Japanese students’ attitudes toward CLT in Japanese con-
texts. For example, Taguchi (2013) investigated 1,534 Japanese university students who showed positive evalu-
ations of university English classes due to the communicative teaching methodology. Taguchi explained that be-
cause Japanese university students’ “ideal L2 self” is for speaking and communication purposes, communicative
teaching classes met students’ needs and expectations, whereas grammar-translation methods did not, and in fact
are often considered as a demotivating factor (Kikuchi, 2009).
Nakayama, Pek, Tan, Taguchi, and Fukushima (2013) investigated 90 Japanese university students who
participated in the two-week CLT-focused study abroad program in Malaysia. They found that, at least in the
short term, the students increased their interest in English language and improved their ability to express ideas
and thoughts in English with a significant score increase for listening and speaking tests. However, there was no
significant increase for reading and writing tests.
Aubrey (2014) examined 202 Japanese students who enrolled in communicative English classes and found
that after one semester many of the students seemingly connected classroom activities to their future self-con-
cepts. Their L2 learning experiences led to the increased motivated L2 learning behaviors.
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Research Questions
Most studies on CLT explored teachers’ attitudes toward CLT. Some researchers have investigated L2
learners’ attitudes toward CLT, finding mostly positive attitudes towards it. However, such studies are still lim-
ited in number and few have closely examined how these attitudes relate to other L2 affective factors. In this
study, I will investigate Japanese students who took English classes taught by a Japanese teacher and a native
English-speaking teacher, and examine their attitudes toward CLT and their L2 affective factors. Thus, two re-
search questions were investigated in this study.
1. What are the attitudes of the Japanese university students in this sample toward CLT by a self-reported survey
administered at the end of the course?
2. How are their attitudes toward CLT related with eight L2 affective factors, Willingness to Communicate,
Speaking Anxiety, International Posture, Intrinsic Motivation, Identified Regulation, Introjected Regulation,
External Regulation, and Amotivation, as measured by a 28-item Likert scale survey administered on the final
day of class?
Method
Participants
The participants in this study included 88 Japanese students (76 males and 12 females) majoring in engi-
neering in a private Japanese university. The participants were all Japanese and remedial class students who
failed English speaking classes taught by Japanese instructors in 2015 and who took a remedial English speak-
ing class taught by a native English-speaking instructor in 2016. Japanese teachers used the same textbook and
followed the teaching guidelines set up for the class, in which students listened to dialogs and answered compre-
hension questions, and engaged in mainly form-focused speaking exercises in the textbook. Because the students
used the same textbook in the remedial class, a native English-speaking teacher, instead of relying on the text-
book, created many discussion questions and had the students speak English frequently. He also spoke only
English in the classeoom. According to the students, the remedial class was more communicative than the regu-
lar class that they took in the previous semester.
Instrument
The first part of the questionnaire asked the students whether they preferred English Speaking Class taught
by a Japanese instructor or an English instructor and had them write down the reasons. The second part included
a questionnaire that measured L2 affective factors. A 28-item questionnaire was used to measure eight L2 affec-
tive factors (Appendix A for English translation). The questionnaire was translated into Japanese language, the
accuracy of which was checked by two English instructors using a back-translation procedure. Sixteen Motiva-
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tion items were created based on Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Noels et al., 2001), four Lan-
guage Anxiety items were adapted from Horwitz et al.’s (1986) Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
(FLCAS), four International Posture items were adapted from Yashima (2002), and three L2 Willingness to
Communicate items were adapted from Sick and Nagasaka (2000). The participants answered each question us-
ing a six-point Likert scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly Disagree, 4 = Slightly Agree, 5 =
Agree, and 6 = Strongly Agree.
Procedure
The students, who agreed to participate in the study, completed the questionnaire in the final class. Two
students who did not complete the questionnaire were deleted, while twelve students had several missing re-
sponses and they were replaced with the mean for the item (Tabachinick & Fidell, 2007). Therefore, the new n-
size was 86. The first question was used to answer the first research question. Before analyzing the second part
of the questionnaire, the data were subjected to factor analysis using SPSS 18.0, which ascertains variables. To
examine the construct validity of each variable, the Rasch measurement model was employed through Winsteps
3.70. Wright and Linacre (1994) suggested that reasonable item mean-square ranges for INFIT and OUTFIT for
a rating scale (survey) would be .6-1.4 (p. 370), and these were used in this study. The Rasch principal compo-
nents analysis (PCA) of item residuals was used to determine unidimensionality (Bond & Fox, 2007;
McNamara, 1996). According to Linacre (2007), the criteria for determining unidimensionality is that a variance
explained by measures should be over 50%, and the first contrast should account for either less than 10% of the
variance and/or have an eigenvalue less than 3.0 of the variance, with ideal eigenvalues being approximately
2.0. After validating the constructs, to answer the second research question, a one-way multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) was conducted for each variable, and a correlation analysis among affective variables was
conducted for each group. The alpha level for statistical significance was set at .05.
Results and Discussion
Research Question 1
The first research question investigated 86 students’ attitudes toward CLT. Among them, 81% of the stu-
dents (70 students) preferred CLT, while 16 students preferred a traditional English class. Thus, like other stud-
ies (Ngoc & Iwashita, 2012; Savingnon & Wang, 2003; Shower, 2010), a majority of the students in this study
also preferred classes in which English is taught more communicatively. From the students’ comments, 42%
wrote that they were able to listen to native speakers’ English and three among them mentioned that their native
English teacher spoke “honba no eigo” (genuine English). Although Abe (2013) reported that a majority of the
Japanese students in her study considered that Japanese teachers spoke “standard English” and tended to be ac-
cepting of linguistic and cultural variation, the participants in this study seemed to prefer native English speak-
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ers’ English.
Next, 40% of the students indicated that they enjoyed the class. For example, “When my English sentence
was understood by the teacher, I felt very happy,” and “By taking this class, I felt as if I were talking with a for-
eigner in a real situation.” Some students mentioned the difference from the class taught by a Japanese instruc-
tor : “The teacher was friendly and explained grammatical points roughly,” “This class was not so-called ‘text-
book-based,’” “I learned English not in a conventional way, but in a lively way,” and “This class focused on
speaking so exclusively that I was able to speak English a lot in this class.” Finally, three students pointed out
that the class being taught only in English essentially forced them to focus more in order not to miss what the
teacher said.
On the other hand, the main reason why 16 students preferred non-CLT was due to lack of English skills
that prevented them from understanding what was being said in English. Additionally, some were reluctant to
ask questions in English. Only one student said that he preferred the class taught by a Japanese teacher because
he was accustomed to the Japanese teacher’s teaching style. Consequently, it was found that the majority of the
students preferred CLT because they enjoyed the native speaker’s English and communicative activities,
whereas other students preferred non-CLT because of their low ability in English. This result is in accordance
with Chen (2015) who reported that some students-though they did not dislike CLT-preferred more use of L1 in
classrooms due to their low English proficiency.
Research Question 2
The second research question investigated how learners’ attitudes toward CLT are related to eight L2 affec-
tive variables. The dimensionality of the 28 questionnaire items was examined using a principal axis factor
analysis with a direct oblimin rotation. Item IP1 was deleted because it loaded below .40 on all factors. A factor
analysis was then conducted with the remaining 26 items, and the results are shown in Table 1. Next, the Rasch
measurement model was employed to examine the construct validity of each variable.
First, because Identified Regulation (ID) items and Introjected Regulation (INTRO) items loaded on the
first factor, a Rasch analysis was conducted with these items. However, ID and INTRO items were found to
form separate constructs (See Appendix B1 and B2 for the Rasch tables). Therefore, Identified Regulation and
Introjected Regulation were analyzed separately in further analysis.
The second factor consisted of seven items: three International Posture Items (IP2, IP3, and IP4), three In-
trinsic Motivation items (INT1, INT2, and INT3), and one External Regulation Item (EXT4). A Rasch analysis
was performed with all IP items, all INT items, and item EXT4. In this analysis, IP4 “I would like to travel
abroad,” did not fit the model possibly because many students did not connect traveling abroad to English
speaking since participating in a sightseeing tour does not require foreign language skills. Unlike factor analysis
results, IP1 “I would like to communicate freely with foreign people” fit the Rasch model, so it was included in
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this construct. Item EXT4 “I study English for traveling” was first categorized in External Regulation, but it
loaded with this construct in both factor analysis and Rasch analysis, so this item was included in this construct.
Therefore, this construct was labeled International Posture and Intrinsic Motivation (IPINT) (Appendix B3).
The third factor includes four L2 Speaking Anxiety items, ANX1, ANX2, ANX3, and ANX4. All the items
met the criterion in the Rasch analysis. Thus, this construct was labeled L2 Speaking Anxiety (Appendix B4).
The fourth factor consists of three External Regulation items, EXT1, EXT2, and EXT3. In the Rasch analy-
sis, all these items matched the criterion, so Factor 4 was labeled External Regulation (Appendix B5).
The fifth factor consists of three Amotivation items, Items AM1, AM2, and AM3. The Rasch measurement
model was employed, and all the items met the criterion, so Factor 5 was labeled Amotivation (Appendix B6).
Table 1. Factor Loadings of Questionnaire Items.
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Communality
WTC 1 .16 .14 .13 -.18 .04 .79 .86
WTC 2 .04 .13 -.08 .10 -.10 .69 .69
WTC 3 -.03 .03 -.05 .05 .02 .93 .88
ANX 1 -.05 .09 .80 .07 -.10 .00 .68
ANX 2 .00 -.02 .81 .03 .04 .06 .65
ANX 3 .03 -.08 .85 -.00 .02 .12 .74
ANX 4 -.03 -.01 .78 -.00 .06 -.21 .64
IP 2 -.21 .74 -.16 .02 -.14 .02 .59
IP 3 .00 .65 .11 -.03 -.26 -.03 .53
IP 4 .25 .58 .17 -.28 .03 .14 .61
INT 1 .01 .71 .14 .03 .04 .23 .76
INT 2 -.11 .83 -.01 .06 .07 .19 .86
INT 3 .10 .74 -.08 .08 .11 .14 .74
ID 1 .67 -.05 .13 -.04 -.31 .15 .82
ID 2 .74 .00 .10 -.05 -.23 .00 .76
ID 3 .80 -.01 .04 -.09 -.18 .11 .81
INTRO 1 .72 -.07 -.07 .23 .09 .11 .64
INTRO 2 .53 .25 -.05 .11 .08 -.04 .39
INTRO 3 .73 -.09 .05 .11 -.16 .02 .71
EXT 1 .32 -.02 .21 .59 -.08 -.11 .67
EXT 2 .07 -22 .14 .80 -.06 .02 .84
EXT 3 -.02 -.06 -.05 .72 .01 .04 .51
EXT 4 .30 .68 -.06 .13 .18 .06 .70
AM 1 -.17 .03 .05 .01 .86 .09 .81
AM 2 .04 -.05 -.02 -.26 .58 -.35 .67
AM 3 -.21 -.11 -.08 -.01 .74 .06 .82
% of
variance 32.71 16.16 8.30 5.93 4.25 3.31 70.66
Note . Boldface indicates factor loadings higher than .40. WTC = L2 Willingness to Communicate ; ANX = L2 Speaking
Anxiety ; IP = International Posture ; INT = Intrinsic Motivation ; ID = Identified Regulation ; INTRO = Introjected Regula-
tion ; EXT = External Regulation ; AM = Amotivation.
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The sixth factor consists of three L2 Willingness to Communicate items, WTC 1, WTC 2, and WTC 3. The
Rasch analysis was performed on three items and all the items met the criterion, so Factor 6 was labeled L2
Willingness to Communicate (Appendix B7).
After the validation of the construct using a Rasch measurement model, seven L2 affective variables (Inter-
national Posture & Intrinsic Motivation, Identified Regulation, Introjected Regulation, External Regulation,
Amotivation, L2 Speaking Anxiety, and L2 Willingness to Communicate) were used in the main analysis. Then,
a MANOVA was conducted for the Rasch measures of each variable. Rasch measures were used because the
Rasch model converts ordinal raw scores to interval measures known as logits (i.e., log-odd units), indicating the
relative difficulty of each item in comparison with other items in the questionnaire and placing both people and
items on a single logit scale (Bond & Fox, 2007). Table 2 contains the means and the standard deviations of the
dependent variables for each group.
A MANOVA was conducted to determine the effect of the preference in teaching methodology (CLT or
Non-CLT) on the seven affective variables. The test for homogeneity of dispersion matrices was nonsignificant,
F (28,2579.66) = .83, p = .72, indicating that the variances and covariance among the dependent variables are
the same for all levels of each given factor. An ANOVA for each dependent variable was conducted as a follow-
up test to the MANOVA. Using the Bonferroni method, each ANOVA was tested at the .007 level (.05/7). The
results showed that the ANOVA for IPINT was significant, F (1,34.92) = 15.48, p < .007, as was the ANOVA
for WTC, F (1,199.37) = 14.02, p < .007. Therefore, those who preferred CLT tended to have greater interna-
tional posture, intrinsic motivation, and a greater desire to communicate in English than those who preferred
Non-CLT.
This result is in accordance with Pae and Shin (2011) who discovered that when students learned English
by means of the teacher-based explanations of difficult grammatical points and accurate translations, the stu-
dents were more likely to be motivated extrinsically, but intrinsic motivation was found to operate for the stu-
Table 2 Rasch Measures of Each Affective Variable for Each Group
CLT (N = 70) Non-CLT (N = 16)
Variable M SD M SD
WTC .91 3.83 -3.00 3.46
ANX 1.08 2.37 2.14 2.32
IPID -.24 1.51 -1.87 1.45
ID 2.83 5.59 1.41 5.36
INTRO -.15 2.44 -.89 3.11
EXT .26 2.32 .05 2.15
AM -.89 3.19 .27 3.02
Note. WTC = L2 Willingness to Communicate ; ANX = L2 Speaking Anxiety ; IP = International Posture ; INT
= Intrinsic Motivation ; ID = Identified Regulation ; INTRO = Introjected Regulation ; EXT = External Regula-
tion ; AM = Amotivation.
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dents in communicative classroom environments. Likewise, in this study the students who preferred communi-
cative classes were significantly more intrinsically motivated than those who preferred non-CLT. In fact, Intrin-
sic Motivation is considered to be associated with L2 speaking. For example, Busse and Walter (2013) reported
a decrease of Intrinsic Motivation of first-year students due to a lack of L2 oral communication in their L2
classes. Moreover, Pae (2008) related the superiority of Intrinsic Motivation in a Korean EFL setting to their
CLT-based English curriculum that increased the pleasure of learning English.
Non-English majors are often reported to be more extrinsically than intrinsically motivated because they
tend to study English for instrumental purposes such as getting a credit to graduate and/or getting a better job (e.
g., Honda, 2005; Johnson, 2013). Additionally, my previous study (Iwamoto, 2013) which investigated partici-
pants in the same department as this study revealed most of them were motivated to learn English for instrumen-
tal purposes. Therefore, with regard to non-English majors, attention is often paid to their extrinsic motivation,
but the intensity of intrinsic motivation and international posture was found to be a key as to whether the stu-
dents actually enjoyed engaging in L2 communication or not.
Next, correlations among the seven variables for each group were calculated. The results are shown in Ta-
bles 3 and 4 for CLT preference and non-CLT preference groups, respectively. For both groups, the strongest
correlations are between Identified Regulation and Introjected Regulation, implying that those who think Eng-
lish is important tend to feel pressure that they need to study English much more intensively. Moreover, for both
Table 3 Correlations Among Seven Affective Variables for CLT preference group (n= 70)
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. WTC ??
2. ANX .17 ??
3. IPINT .64** .22 ??
4. ID .29* .35** .31** ??
5. INTRO .41** .44** .29* .68** ??
6. EXT .19 .15 .26* .41** .55** ??
7. AM -.33** -.38** -.28* -.63** -.50** -.34** ??
*p < .05. **p < .01
Table 4 Correlations Among Seven Affective Variables for Non-CLT preference group (n= 16)
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. WTC ??
2. ANX -.65** ??
3. IPINT .61** -.51** ??
4. ID .26 -.23 .26 ??
5. INTRO .15 -.23 .15 .82** ??
6. EXT .08 .04 .25 .38 .23 ??
7. AM -.35 .25 -.18 -.44 -.41 -.23 ??
*p < .05. **p < .01
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groups, IPINT and WTC correlate strongly. In other words, those who are interested in foreign countries and
culture and who enjoy speaking English also tend to be more willing to speak English. A notable finding is that
L2 Speaking Anxiety is positively correlated with Identified Regulation and Introjected Regulation, and nega-
tively correlated with Amotivation for the CLT preference group. This result differs from most studies, which
have reported that anxiety negatively effects L2 learning (e.g., MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989; Noels et al., 1999).
On the contrary, in this study the respondents’ anxiety seems to be beneficial for L2 learning and can be consid-
ered as a facilitative anxiety. Scovel (1991) defines facilitative anxiety as being what “motivates the learner to
‘fight’ the new learning task” (p.22). Research on facilitative anxiety is not very common and is reported in very
few studies (e.g., Brown, Robson, & Rosenkjar, 2001; Takahashi, 2003). In this study, those students having fa-
cilitative anxiety?the students with greater L2 speaking anxiety?tend to consider that speaking English is so
important that they need to study it with great intensity, and they would feel guilty if they did not study enough.
Moreover, because anxiety is negatively correlated with amotivation, having greater anxiety levels can be a mo-
tivating factor in learning to speak English. Therefore, these students enjoyed communicative activities in their
English classes that they believed would help them improve their English speaking skills.
In contrast, L2 Speaking Anxiety in the non-CLT preference group was negatively correlated with WTC,
implying that those with greater anxiety toward speaking English tend to be less willing to speak English. This
result parallels many other WTC studies reporting a detrimental effect from L2 Speaking Anxiety on WTC (e.g.,
Liu & Jackson, 2008; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2002). Interestingly, no significant difference was
found for the anxiety scores between the two groups, suggesting that the intensity of L2 speaking anxiety was
similar, but the characteristics of their anxiety were different. It appears that most of those in the CLT preference
group had facilitative anxiety, whereas most of in the non-CLT preference group had debilitative anxiety.
Conclusion
This study investigated 86 university students’ attitudes toward CLT and how those attitudes correlated
with seven affective factors. A majority of students preferred CLT and they tended to be more intrinsically moti-
vated and tended to have a greater desire to communicate in English than others. However, there are three limi-
tations of this study. First, since all of the informants took classes from the same native English teacher, it is
possible that the personality of the teacher influenced the ratings. Future studies should seek to examine how rat-
ing might vary with multiple teachers. Second, the informants in this study came from special classes for repeat-
ers : those who have failed a required English class at least once. Future studies should compare these results
with classes for general English classes who have not failed. Third, this study did not examine the possible im-
pact of gender or age on student ratings. Future studies should probably explore those possible variables.
Despite these limitations, the findings of this study suggest two implications. First, because a majority of
the students preferred CLT, perhaps English classes should be more meaning-based than form-based. However,
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some students with low L2 communicative abilities had difficulty dealing with this English-only class, so in
such cases it might be better to place them in the class in which Japanese is also used as a linguistic accommoda-
tion in order to provide a more comfortable environment. Indeed, Chen (2015) mentions that the use of L1 can
increase comprehension and reduce anxiety of learners with low English proficiency. Secondly, although the
students had similar levels of L2 speaking anxiety intensity, some people responded in debilitating ways,
whereas others felt the anxiety facilitated their achievements. Thus, it is important for teachers to consider which
type of anxiety that learners have because they have antithetical effects on L2 learning.
The results of this study suggest that those who prefer CLT tend to have facilitative anxiety, while those
who do not like CLT (perhaps due to a lack of English ability) tend to have debilitative anxiety. The phenome-
non of facilitative anxiety in particular seems worth investigating more closely in the future. If possible, it would
be ideal to also discover a way to shift from debilitative to facilitative anxiety.
Because of globalization in Japan, the value of better English communicative skills has been greatly recog-
nized. Because of this, it seems likely that more CLT will be implemented in English classes in Japan. So far,
many studies on CLT focus attention on teachers’ attitudes and there are still limited studies investigating Japa-
nese students’ attitudes toward CLT. However, exploring learner attitudes will surely help teachers find better
way of conducting CLT in their classrooms.
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Appendix A. An English Translation of the Questionnaire Items
Questionnaire Items
WTC 1 I would be willing to start an English conversation with a foreigner.
WTC 2 I would be willing to start an English conversation with my English teacher outside of class.
WTC 3 I want to speak English when I travel abroad.
ANX 1 I feel nervous speaking English.
ANX 2 I lack confidence in my English-speaking abilities.
ANX 3 I worry that I will make mistakes when I speak English.
ANX 4 I tremble at the thought that I am going to be called on in English class.
IP 1 I would like to communicate freely in English with foreign people.
IP 2 I would like to study abroad if possible.
IP 3 I am interested in the culture and people of English-speaking countries.
IP 4 I would like to travel abroad.
INT 1 I enjoy learning to speak English.
INT 2 I have a good feeling when hearing and speaking English.
INT 3 I study English for the pleasure I experience when I improve my English speaking skills.
ID 1 English is a must for me to succeed in the future.
ID 2 English is necessary in today’s internationalized world.
ID 3 I think English is useful in many situations.
INTRO 1 I think I would feel embarrassed if I would not be able to speak English in the future.
INTRO 2 I would feel guilty if I did not study English.
INTRO 3 I really think that I need to study English hard.
EXT 1 I study English because I think it will be useful in getting a good job.
EXT 2 I learn English to be more knowledgeable.
EXT 3 I study English to improve my TOEIC score.
EXT 4 I study English for traveling.
AM 1 English is not necessary for engineering students.
AM 2 I do not want to study English at university.
AM 3 I have the impression of wasting my time when studying English.
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Appendix B. Rasch Item Statistics for Each Affective Variable
Table B 1. Rasch Item Statistics for the Identified Regulation Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
ID 1 1.18 .3 .96 1.03 .94
ID 2 -.88 .3 1.02 1.03 .94
ID 3 -.30 .3 .95 .99 .95
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .89. Rasch person reliability = .75.
Table B 2. Rasch Item Statistics for the Introjected Regulation Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
INTRO 1 .05 .2 .94 .89 .89
INTRO 2 .95 .2 1.22 1.27 .82
INTRO 3 -1.00 .2 .81 .81 .86
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .95. Rasch person reliability = .74.
Table B 3. Rasch Item Statistics for the International Posture and Intrinsic Motivation Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
IP 3 -.69 .1 1.28 1.25 .76
EXT 5 -.12 .1 1.08 1.17 .76
IP 1 .01 .1 1.08 1.10 .73
IP 2 .87 .1 1.06 1.01 .74
INT 3 -.04 .1 .85 .85 .81
INT 1 -.02 .1 .58 .59 .84
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .91. Rasch person reliability = .83.
Table B 4. Rasch Item Statistics for the L 2 Speaking Anxiety Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
ANX 4 .47 .2 1.32 1.31 .82
ANX 1 .43 .2 .92 .98 .85
ANX 2 -.68 .2 .88 .84 .84
ANX 3 -.21 .2 .81 .80 .87
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .89. Rasch person reliability = .76.
Table B 5. Rasch Item Statistics for the External Regulation Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
EXT 3 1.28 .2 1.28 1.32 .81
EXT 1 1.18 .2 1.18 1.15 .84
EXT 2 .52 .2 .52 .51 .90
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .92. Rasch person reliability = .60.
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Table B 6. Rasch Item Statistics for the Amotivation Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
AM 2 -1.39 .2 1.19 1.26 .85
AM 1 .52 .2 1.00 1.04 .89
AM 3 .87 .2 .73 .68 .91
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .96. Rasch person reliability = .70.
Table B 7. Rasch Item Statistics for the L 2 WTC Items
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Pt-measure correlation
WTC 2 .84 .2 1.20 1.18 .88
WTC 1 -1.07 .2 .92 .90 .92
WTC 3 .23 .2 .75 .79 .94
Note. n = 86. Rasch item reliability = .93. Rasch person reliability = .85.
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The present study investigated the attitudes toward communicative language teaching (CLT) of 86 Japanese engineering
majors. The results of a questionnaire administered at the end of semester-length course taught in a CLT format by a “native”
English speaker revealed that a majority of the students (81%) preferred CLT class in which a “native” English-speaking
teacher spoke only English and used many communicative activities. The results of a MANOVA revealed that those who pre-
ferred CLT tended to have a greater international posture and intrinsic motivation to learn English. They also appeared to be
more willing to communicate in English than those who preferred non-CLT classes. Moreover, the former group of students
tended to exhibit facilitative anxiety, whereas the latter group of students tended to exhibit debilitative anxiety.
Key words : communicative language teaching, motivation to learn English, English speaking anxiety, willingness to commu-
nicate in English, engineering majors
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